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TAKE PRIDE"
INAMERICA

United States Department of the Interior

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY
Office of Environmental Policy and Compliance
620 SW Main Street, Suite 201
Portland, Oregon 97205-3026

9043.1

IN REPLY REFER TO

ER12/788

Electronically Filed
December 7, 2012
Jerry Ingersoll
Forest Supervisor
Siuslaw National Forest
855 Highway 101
Reedsport, OR 97467

Dear Mr. Ingersoll:
The Department of the Interior has reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the
Oregon Dunes NRA Management Area 10(C) Designated Routes Project. The Department does

not have any comments to offer.

We appreciate the opportunity to comment.

Sincerely,

Allison O’Brien
Regional Environmental Officer
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ATTACHMENT A
COMMENTS OF THE DOUGLAS COUNTY BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS

On the

OREGON DUNES NRA MANAGEMENT AREA 10(C) DESIGNATED ROUTES PROJECT
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT.

1. The Legislative History at the time the Oregon Dunes NRA was created, clearly demonstrates
Congress’ intent that the area be administered to provide for public recreation use and enjoyment.
Conservation of scenic, scientific, historic, and other values contributing to such enjoyment was in the
context of providing for this recreation use and enjoyment. The management of and the designation of,
MA 10(C) and MA 10(B) trails must be in the context of the original Act.

2. Douglas County notes that when the relationship between vegetation management and
transportation was raised in the original Act, the Legislative History referenced that the guiding principle
was that in the more developed areas the Forest Service was to maintain native vegetation and avoid
alteration through clearing for roads and facilities and through adequate control of public use. Likewise,
in undeveloped areas vegetation management was to be used in order to avoid damage in the fragile
pioneering plant communities — the intent was that use restrictions were to be applied in order to
protect these fragile pioneering communities, not generically across the landscape. The Legislative
History was clear when Congress noted that the lack of vegetation in some areas is a definite
recreational asset and that artificial plantings of sand-stabilizing plants are a detriment.

In the development of the MA 10(C) strategies, the Forest Service has ignored that Congress was not
expressing a concern about ATV use on all vegetated areas, rather the concerns were in the context of
the three issues referenced — namely maintain native vegetation, avoid alteration through clearing for
roads and facilities, and, adequate control of public use. It was with these concepts in mind that
Congress referenced the need for a buffer of vegetated, undeveloped land be maintained between the
active dunes and developed property — not maintenance of all vegetative areas. Douglas County is of
the opinion that the concern over ATV use along historic pioneered roads within the vegetative areas
must be considered in the original context. Since the Draft EA discussion relative to the impact of ATV
use on vegetated trails does not distinguish between (a) vegetative buffers for developed facilities, (b)
damage to fragile pioneering plant communities, or, (c) the benefit of buffers between active dunes and
improved property, the proposed actions are inconsistent with the Act. It is only those historic and
cultural routes that are inconsistent with this three part test that should be closed in the MA 10(C)
context. Trails that do not fall within this category should be designated for access to the beach.

3. In assessing which roads are necessary for closure based on concerns over vegetation, the Forest
Service must recognize that Congress clearly envisioned that additional roads and recreational facilities
would become necessary in the future. Congress specifically noted that vegetation would need to be
removed in places for construction of these facilities and, that in doing so, adequate controls would be
established that accommodated these additions as well as avoided adverse impacts. The proposed
action does not consider the question of whether these routes through the MA 10(C) areas are
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consistent with Congress’ recognition that additional roads and facilities would be necessary — nor does
it consider how other forms of control measures and management techniques would allow these routes
to be left open while meeting the objectives of Congress. The goal of minimizing impacts must be read in
the context of the entire legislation not just the MA 10(C) goals.

4, Douglas County agrees with the Forest Service that historic routes that connect sand camping
areas and private/state/county in-holdings to the open riding areas be classified as open for ATV use.

5. The Oregon Dunes NRA is one of the major economic driving forces within coastal Douglas
County. Congress recognized the economic value of the NRA and expressly noted that the designation
would increase recreational use and in turn increase recreational expenditures. This was one of the
original guiding principles underlying the Act. Congress expected the NRA would increase from the pre-
Act usage levels to 4.3 million visitor days by 2000. Further, it anticipated another 5 million visitor days
of use will probably occur on lands and waters adjacent to the NRA. These combined uses were
expected to generate about $54 million annually. The Forest Service, however, reports in its economics
analysis that usage is only 1.1 million visitor days (of which ORV use is considered to be 650,000) and
that the economic contributions are substantially lower at $2.5 million for OHV use. In assessing the
proposed impact of the closing of roads and trails in the MA 10(C) areas, the Forest Service needs to
closely examine why the projected increases did not occur; whether closing these historic trails will
reduce any of the recreational uses; and, examine whether leaving them open will lead to increases in
the user numbers and economic impacts. There is a significant disconnect with the 4.3 million visitor
days that were anticipated to occur between 1972 and 2000 versus what is actually occurring. The goal
of minimizing impacts must be read in the context of the entire legislation. Since there is a significant
disparity between the Act’s anticipated economic outputs and the actual outputs, the Forest Service
should reexamine the economics with a methodology that actually examines the differences rather than
assume no ability to distinguish between alternatives.

6. It is difficult to ascertain from the Draft EIS whether the risk assessment relative to introduction
of the various invasive species is driven by the introduced beach grass or other species. While there is
variation between the various alternatives, it is difficult to ascertain what species are driving the
comparisons. It is notable that while the risk is attributed to be high under some alternatives, the Forest
Service nonetheless concludes that continuation of the user-developed historic trails is not considered
to have an effect on the current extent of native vegetation in the project areas. It is questionable
whether invasive species risk is in fact a true driving issue that allows separation between the
alternatives. Further, based on Douglas County’s experience in the management of invasive aquatic
species, a management technique that can greatly aid in reducing invasive species is the installation of
vehicle washing facilities. In this case, washing facilities at public and private campgrounds and trail
heads would be one effective tool that would reduce the risk across all alternatives.

7. Douglas County is concerned that the spread of vegetation into areas that were once open sand
is a new circumstance that justifies redesignating these vegetated trails as MA 10(B) open riding. The
historic photographs presented by Gary Leif provide an excellent graphic display of how the current
management is not addressing the vegetation changes. The vegetation is clearly intruding on areas that
were open sand riding areas at the time the Act was adopted. Further, your proposal to close trails that
are in areas that were open sand in the 1970’s is inconsistent with the legislative history accompanying
the Act.
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8. Notwithstanding that the purpose and need is in the context of transportation, the underlying
issue is vegetation management. Given that beach grass is a driving force in the changing plant
communities and the rider access, the impacts of beach grass encroachment on transportation/rider
access and strategies to control beach grass should be addressed as environmental impacts as well as
connected and cumulative actions.

9. Measuring rider safety solely in the context of injuries reported to medical facilities is one way to
monitor safety; however, there are other more sensitive ways to measure rider safety that would allow
comparison between alternatives. For example, the interaction rate between riders would be a reliable
measure of safety — namely the less interaction the less likely for rider to rider accidents. Further, the
Douglas County Sheriff has indicated that there is statistical data that tracks injuries to OHV riders within
the riding areas. We recommend that the ROD and final EIS incorporate this information which is
available through the local law enforcement agencies. We suggest the Forest Service reexamine the
rider safety issue in both of these contexts.

10.  All alternatives should be explored in the context of minimizing management and enforcement
costs. If the selected alternative cannot be logically, economically or practically enforced, then it does
not achieve the goals of the Oregon Dunes NRA.

11.  The final decision should recognize the historic overlook areas on the western side of Clear Lake
in the Middle Riding Area. These areas should be classified as designated open trails under 10(C) and

maintained in their historic primitive riding condition.

12. In the Middle Riding Area, the connecting trails at Banshee Hill and to the immediate south
thereof should be classified as either 10(B) areas or as 10(C) designated as open areas.
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